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REMARKS 

After entering the above amendments, claims 1-6, 8-16, and 20 will be pending. Claims 1-4, 
6, 14-16 and 20 have been amended to clarify the claimed subject matter and to make explicit 
various details regarding the recited adapters. The amendments to independent claims 1, 14, and 20 
are fuUy supported in the original specification, at least by FIG. 6 and the description of FIG. 6 at 
paragraphs [0058] through [0063]. No new matter has been added. Reconsideration and allowance 
of the current application are requested. 

Rejections under 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) are rejected as allegedly being anticipated by 
Halahmi et al., US Patent Publication 6,684,088 Bl (hereinafter "Halahmi"). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. To present a vaHd anticipation rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102, the Office 
must identify a single prior art reference in which "each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described." MPEP §2131 quoting Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil 
Co. qfCalifonna, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cur. 1987). The rejections over 
Halahmi fail to satisfy this burden with regards to the currendy pending claims. 

The present invention is directed to communication between a central message exchange 
ser\''er and heterogeneous external data sources, which are external relative to the central message 
exchange server and which communicate using a native format that is not compliant with the 
extensible markup language protocol executed on the central message exchange server. 

Halahmi, as shown in FIG. 1 and its accompanying description, teaches a conversion 
module 24 that "preferably converts the file format of the received message into a standard file 
format, such as XML for example." (col. 6, Hnes 12-14). As stated in Halahmi, "the system and 
method of the present invention are particularly useful for transmission and display of e-mail 
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messages by a WAP (wireless application protocol) enabled device" see col. 1, Unes 16-19 and col. 4, 
Unes 27-29. 

With respect to claim 1, the Office alleges that Halahmi teaches each and every recited 
element. Applicant respectfully submits that the Office has not met its burden, either with regards 
to the previously pending claims or the currendy presented claims which have been ameded to add 
specificity in an attempt to further prosecution in this matter. For example, Halahmi does not teach 
a framework for communicating between a central message exchange sei-ver and an more 
heterogeneous external data somxes in which data received at the central message exchange server 
from the heterogeneous external data source is communicated in a data format that is native to the 
heterogeneous external data source and not compliant with one or more extensible markup language 
protocols used by the central message exchange server. Rather, Halahmi teaches a technique to 
divide e-mail messages into multiple sections, and communicate the multiple sections to a low- 
bandwidth device such as a wireless handheld electronic device. 

As a first point of distinction, the messages are sent from the central server in Halahmi to 
the low bandwidth device. Halahmi does not disclose any features that could reasonably be said to 
anticipate receipt at a central server of data in native format that does not comply with the extensible 
markup language protocol of the server. In fact, in Halahmi, the messages that are parsed for 
sending to the low bandwidth device are actually generated using XML (see col. 6, Unes 10-17). 
Nowhere does Halahmi disclose that the low bandwidth device sends a message to the centrals erver 
in a language that is not complaint with the central server protocol. Applicant respectfully notes that 
while the exact phrasing of this feature has been altered for clarity in claim 1 4, this limitation was 
previously presented. The amendments to claim 14 have not changed the scope of the recited 
subject matter with regards to this distinction, so if a revised search is required with regards to claim 
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14 based on this argument, Applicant cannot be properly said to have mandated such a search. 

With regards to dependent claims 3 and 1 6, Halahmi cannot correctly be alleged to teach an 
both an inbound and an outbound adapter. The Office presumably cites the conversion module 24 
of Halahmi as teaching an adapter, but the conversion module converts an e-mail format into XML 
for display on a low-bandwidth device, and not as a mechanism for exchanging messages between 
heterogeneous data sources, each having its own native message format. Thus, XML is used in the 
currently recited subject matter as a message conveyance mechanism through the central message 
exchange server, while XML is employed in Halahmi as a display format of an e-mail message that 
has been divided into multiple sections to overcome low bandwidth limitations. As noted above, 
Halahmi does not provide any disclosure or suggestive teaching that would anticipate or render 
obvious the instantly claimed limitations of the independent claims (or claims 3 and 1 6 which 
depend therefrom) that pertain to the extensible markup language protocol of the central message 
exchange server and the lack of compliance of the native data format on the heterogeneous external 
data sources with this extensible markup language protocol. Halahmi does not even consider this 
problem, a solution to which is at least one of the advantages provided by the instantiy claimed 
subject matter. 

For at least these reasons, withdrawal of the pending rejection of claims 1 and 14 under 35 
U.S.C. §102 is respectfully requested. Claims 2-6, 8-13, and 15-16 derive patentable distinction over 
Halahmi at least for their dependence, direcdy or indirecdy, on allowable claims 1 and 14. In 
specific instances, the Office asserts that col. 7, Hnes 5-10 of Halahmi, which refers to a GUI of the 
low-bandwidth device on which the e-mails are displayed, teaches "an adapter monitor for 
monitoring the operation of each adapter." This element is clearly not taught or suggested by 
Halahmi. Tlie information log as recited by claim 10 is another element which is clearly not taught 
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by or suggested by Halahmi. 

With regards to idenpendent claim 14, the Office has alleged that col. 3, Hnes 30-36 and col. 
4, lines 50-60 of Halahmi anticipate the limitation of "instantiating an adapter based on a message 
format used by the external data source, wherein the message format is non-compliant with an 
extensible markup language protocol used by the central message exchange server." Applicant 
respectfully submits that this characterization of the Halahmi disclosure is inconsistent with the 
totality of the Halahmi disclosure and that it relies on a construction that violates the clear and plain 
meaning of claim 14as currently presented. 

Halahmi discloses a system and method for displaying electronic mail (e-mail) messages on a 
low bandwidth device. In particular, Halahmi teaches a system and method to enable e-mail 
messages to be automatically divided into a number of smaller portions for transmission and/ or 
display of each portion, as well as enable the e-mail message to be converted in a streamed manner. 
Halahmi's disclosed method of dividing the messages into smaller portions does not involve any 
manipulations of message formats that are not compliant with the extensible markup language used 
by the centtal server. Rather, as stated clearly at col. 4, lines 50-51 "the e-mail message is converted 
to a format which is suitable for display by the low bandwidth device." While it may reasonably be 
inferred that the e-mail message discussed by Halahmi in the quoted passage is not compatible for 
display on the low bandwidth device, there is absolutely no suggestion, let alone a direct disclosure 
that the e-mail message, either upon transmission by the e-mail server, receipt by the e-mail portion 
server, or division of the message by the e-mail portion sei-ver into a pluralit)^' of portions (see col. 3, 
Unes 31-36) is ever in a format that is non-compliant with the extensible markup language protocol 
used by the central message exchange server. 

Independent 20 is further also allowable over Halahmi at least due to the inclusion of the 
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limitation pertaining to the lack of compliance between the data format that is native to the 
heterogeneous external data sources and the extensible markup language protocol of the central 
message exchange server. 

The Rejections Are Improper Under 35 U.S.C. 132 

Notwithstanding the above arguments, it is once again further respectfully submitted that the 
current rejection violates 35 U.S.C. 132 because the explanation the Office provides lacks sufficient 
specificit}''. The rejection merely restates each pending claim, provides a blanket statement of 
rejection or a general reference only to column numbers and Hne numbers to allege relevant sections 
of the cited art, without specifying which elements are taught by any certain section of the cited 
reference. Simply stating that the claims are anticipated according to non-specific sections does not 
provide sufficient notice to AppUcant, nor does it serve to advance the prosecution of the current 
subject matter. Applicant is left at a substantial disadvantage in replaying to such rejections in that it 
is not entirely clear which elements of the cited reference are alleged to correspond to the features 
recited in the claims. Accordingly, the rejection violates 35 U.S.C. 132 and is respectfully requested 
to be withdrawn, and a notice of allowance issued. 
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CONCLUSION 



On the basis of the foregoing, the pending claims are in condition for allowance. It is 
believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed in this paper. However, failiu-e to 
address a specific rejection, issue or comment, does not signify agreement with or concession of that 
rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments made above are not intended to be 
exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentabiHt)' of any or all pending claims (or other claims) that 
have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this paper should be construed as an intent to concede 
any issue with regard to any claim, except as specifically stated in this paper. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge the additional claim fee and any additional 
fees that may be due, or credit any overpayment of same, to Deposit Account No. 50-0311, 
Reference No. 34874-064/2003P00268US. If there are any questions regarding reply, the Exaininer 
is encouraged to contact the undersigned at the telephone number provided below. 



Mintz, Levin, Cohn, Ferris, Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 
3580, Carmel Mountain Road, Suite 300 

San Diego, CA 92130 
Customer No. 64280 

Tel.: 858/314-1559 
Fax: 858/314-1501 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: July 30. 2008 




Michael D. Van Loy 
Reg. No. 52,315 
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